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December 6, 1996

DETIIOIT. MICHIGAN
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G"""O "'''''Ioa, ...ICH'.....
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Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
Lansing, MI 48909

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE
FILED

DEC - 6 '1~~6

COMMISSION

Re: Petition for Axbitrntiun of Interconnec.:tion. Terms, Condition.s
and Prices from AT&T CommunicationR of Michigan, Inc.
Case No. U-1l151 and U-1l152

Dear Ms. Wideman:

Pursuant to the Commission's direction in its Order of November 26, 1996 in the
above-captioned case, enclosed is an originnl nnd 15 copies of the IntetCOWleclion Agreement
between Ameritecb. Michigan and AT&T Communications ofMichigan, Inc. that complies with the
Commisl.'ion's Order. This is Il joint filing ofAmeritech Miclllgnn and AT&T. The parties also wish
to infonn the Commi!l.crion that three i!l.c;ue.'l remain lUlreROlved in the attached Interconnection
Agreement. '1'hcse three issues arc set forth. in the Interconnection Agreement at Section. 13.2,
Schedule 10.9.6, paragrapl1 2, and Item V ofthe Pricing Scbedules.

Ifyou have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me directly.

Very truly youn;,

rP.J«~L
Edward R. Becker

ERB:rts
Enclosure
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cc; Arthur Levasseur, Esq. (wI encl)
Larry Salustro, Esq. (wi encl)
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OEOROE 11000, IR.
WII.L1AM I. OLDANI
FRANCIS E. BENTLEY
PAT D. CONNER
WILLIAM V.I.EWIS
ARTIIUR 1. IAVASSEUR
SIDNEY M. BERMAN
DANIEl. W. EOELER
LAUREN I. IIAMMETT

FISCHER, FRANKLIN & FORD
Attorneys and Counsellors

3~00 GUARDIAN BUILDING
DETROIT, MICHIGAN 48226·3801

TELEPHONE (313) 962-$210
FACSIMILE (313) 962-4S59 .

December 6, 1996

HARVEY A. FISCHER
(19QG.1977)

LEO L FRANKLIN
(1904·1910)

RICHARD FORD
(19OJ.1"'l

3%0 N. IdAIN, SVITE 300
ANN ARBOR, MI 481 ().I. I 192

(313) 662·3159

Ms. Dorothy F. Wideman
Executive Secretary Division
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, Iv1I 48909

RE: AT&T/Ameritech Arl>itnltion
MPSC O§e Nos. U-IllSI and U-11152.

Dear Ms. Wideman:

MIOH/~AN PUBLIC SERVICE
. FILED

DEC 101996

COMMISSION

Pursuant to the Commission's Order of November 26, 1996, AT&T and Ameritech are
under separate cover filing an interconnection agreement as adopted by the arbitration panel and
as modified by the Commission's Order. However, there remains a limited number of contract
tenns which have not been resolved or which the parties disagree on how the Panel or
Commission resolved the issue.

In Section 13.8 ofthe agreement the parties were unable to agree on the geographic range
over which a telephone number could be ported. AT&Ts position is that number portability
should be applied to the area served by a rate center. Ameritech's position is that it should be
limited to the area served by· a wire center. Although the disputed contract language 'was
submitted to the panel, resolution of this point was evidently overlooked.

In addition, the parties disagree on how the Commission's modifications of the Panel
decision affect Schedule 10.9.6 of the agreement. AT&T believes this section involves
limitations of liability and is the subject of further negotiation pursuant to the Commission's
Order. Ameritech's position is that this section was resolved by the Panel's decision in
Ameritech's favor.



Ms. Dorothy F. Wideman
December 6, 1996
Page 2

Finally, in the pricing schedules, the parties dispute the nature and pricing ofconnections
between end office and tandem switches.

The purpose of this letter is simply to bring these three unresolved points to the attention
of the Commission.

Vrry·1~ldy yours,

( /. 1--19db------­
~~U

AJL:dmm
Enclosure
cc: Mr. Joseph Fink

Ms. Joan Marsh
fC01er rt5&;.h e l"

6i'l cello .
,lJ-C) Ifolku$~~,-d



EDWARD R. 8ECKER
(S.7J "'87-.4727

DICKINSON, WRIGHT, MOON, VAN DUSEN & FREE~AN

COUNSELLORS AT LAW

SUITE 200

21S SOUTH WASHINGTON SQUARE

LANSING, MICHIGAN 48933-1812

TELEPHONE (5171371-1730

FACSIMILE 15171487-4700

December 26, 1996

DETROIT. MICHIOAN

BLOOMFIELD HILLS. MICHIG ... N
GRANO RAPIDS: MICHIGAN

WASHINGTON. D.C.
C"'ICAGO. ILLINOIS

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
Lansing, MI 48909

Hand Delivery

MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE
FILED

DEC 26 1996

COMMISSION

Re: Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Terms, Conditions
and Prices from AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc.
Case No. U-11151 and U-11152

Dear Ms. Wideman:

Enclosed for filing in the above-captioned case are an original and 15 copies of the
complete Interconnection Agreement between Ameritech Michigan and AT&T Communications of
Michigan, Inc. This is intended as ajoint filing of the parties. This Agreement includes the parties'
agreed-upon language concerning indemnification, limitation of liability, and performance standards,
as required pursuant to the Commission's direction in its November 26, 1996 Order. The pricing
schedule has also been revised to reflect the agreement of the parties on interim rates and to conform
with subsequent Commission orders.

The Commission should also be aware that the parties have reached agreement on
those issues previously identified as disputed in Ameritech Michigan's letter to the Commission of
December 6, 1996.

For ease of review, the following provisions have been revised to reflect the parties'
agreement: Sections 6.5.2; 9.10.2; 12.7; 12.18; 13.2; 16.25; 18.6 and 28.3; Articles XXV and XXVI;
Schedules 9.10 and 10.9.6; and the Pricing Schedule.
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Ms. Dorothy Wideman
December 26, 1996
Page 2

Ifyou have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me directly.

Very truly yours,

~.B~er~
ERB:jrb
Enclosure

cc: Arthur Levasseur, Esq. (wi enc1)
Larry Salustro, Esq. (wi enc1)



OEOROl! HooO, JR.
WILLIAM J. OLDANI
fRANCIS l!. Bl!HTLEY
PAT D. CONNER
WILUAM V. LEWIS
ARTlIUR J. IAVAS31lUR
SIDIIl!Y 101. Bl!RMAII

DAIIIEL W. EOELER
LAUREN J. IIi\MME."lT

FISCHER, FRANKLIN & FORD
Attorneys and Counsellors

3~OO GUARDIAN BUILDINO
DETROIT. MICHIOAN 48226-3801

TELEPHONE (313) 962·~210
FACSIMILE (313) 962-4~59

January 14, 1997

IlARVl!Y A. FISCHER
(1900-1971)

LEO I. FllANKLIIf
(1904-ltIO)

RICHARD FORO

(1903-1"')

320 N. MAIN. SUITE 300
ANN ARBOR, MI 48104·1191

(313) 662·3159

!vfs. Dorothy F. Wideman
Executive Secretary Division
Mchigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, W 48909

RE: AT&T - Ameritech Michigan ArbitJation
MPSC Ca;e Nos. V-llISl and U-lll52

Dear!vfs. Wideman:

MICHIGAN
PUBLIC

FILeD SeRVICe

JAN 1 4 1997

.COMMISSION

On December 26, 1996 Ameritech submitted a document to the Commission that was
represented to be a joint submission by Ameritech and AT&T pursuant to the Commission's
Order ofNovember 26, 1996 in the above-referenced proceedings. Upon review ofthe docwnent
as submitted, AT&T has determined that what was filed by Ameritech contains numerous errors
and a significant omission.

On December 9, 1996, AT&T and Ameritech did jointly submit a filing in response to
the Commission's November 26, 1996 Order. That filing included certain disputed language as
to "shared (cornmon) transport" pricing resulting from the Decision ofthe Arbitration Panel and
the Commission's Order. Subsequently, between the December 9 filing and December 26, 1996,
the parties worked to resolve the indemnification, limitation of liability, and standards of
perfonnance issues, as to which the Commission in its November 26, 1996 Order rejected both
parties' proposals and directed further negotiation. In addition, the parties discussed incorporation
ofthe Commission's December 12, 1996 Orders in Case Nos. U-11155 and U-11156, as provided
in the November 26 Order, and other pricing issues. .

It appears' that the December 26, 1996 filing by Ameritech was the· product of
misunderstandings between the parties as to what was to be included in the document, however.
For example, the pricing schedule submitted by Ameritech does not in bur view appropriately



Ms. Dorothy F. Wideman
January 14, 1997
Page 2

confonn to the Commission's November 26, 1996 Order in this case, its December 12, 1996
Order in tvtPSC Cases U-11155 and U-11156, and AT&Ts understanding of how those orders
were to be reflected in the document. Moreover, Arneritech's December 26, 1996 filing omits
shared transport pricing entirely. As reflected in our joint filing of December 9, 1996, AT&Ts
position is that, under the Commission'S Order, shared transport is synonymous with common
transport (as indicated in Ameritech's August 26th Response to the AT&T Petition for
Arbitration, relevant pages ofwhich are attached) and that the rates should be set at the rates for
common transport contained in Ameritech's FCC tariff. It is our understanding that Ameritech
now takes the position that shared transport is different from common transport (a point not
identified by Arneritech during the hearings in this case) and that the common transport rates do
not apply.

In brief, it is AT&Ts position that the document before the Commission should comprise
the pricing schedule included in the joint submission filed December 9, 1996, including the
notation reference to the Commission'S Orders in Case Nos. U-11155/U-11156, and including the
disputed language regarding shared/common transport. The provisions submitted by Ameritech
on December 26, 1996 on the issues as to which the Commission had ordered further negotiation
in its November 26, 1996 Order accurately reflect the parties' agreement with respect to those
matters. Accordingly, enclosed is a complete version of the document conforming to AT&Ts
position. Also enclosed is Proof of Service.

Very truly yours,

srvrn:dmm
Enclosure
cc: (w/encls.)

Joseph A Fink, Esq.



ATTACHMENT TO JANUARY 14, 1997
LETTER FROM AT&T TO MPSC
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STATE OF MicmGAN

BEFORE THE :MICmGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter of: AT&T )
COM:MUNlCATIONS OF MICHIGAN, INC. )
Petition for Arbitration Pursuant to )
§ 252(b) of the Telecommunications )
Act of 1996 to Establish an )
Interconnection Agreement with )
MICHIGAN BELL TELEPHONE CO. )
d/b/a AMERITECH :MICHIGAN )

Case Nos. U-I1151 and U-I1152

AMERITECH l\1ICIDGAN'S RESPONSE
TO AT&T'S PETITION FOR ARBITR.ATION

Michael A. Holmes
Ameritech Michigan
444 Michigan Avenue
Room 1750
Detroit,:MI 48226-2517
(313) 223-8008

15201595.1 01'2696 743C 962j14j4

Joseph A. Fink
Peter H. Ellsworth
William C. Bertrand, Jr.
DICKINSON, WRIGHT, MOON, VAN DUSEN
& FREEMAN
215 S. Washington Square.
Suite 200
Lansing, MI 48933
(517) 371-1730



assistance, line information database ("LIDB") validation, home NPA directory assistance,

customer name and address service, and information call completion. (AM Proposal, Art.

IX, § 9.2.7.) The proposaffully complies with the FCC's regulations regarding unbundled

access to OS/DA. (47 C.F.R. § 51.319(e)(7).)

The parties may differ slightly as to the nature of Ameritech Michigan's obligation to

provide selective routing, unbranding and re-branding of OSIDA. This matter is discussed at

Section II.B.l.6. With this possible exception, it does not appear that AT&T's OSIDA

proposal differs from Ameritech Michigan's. At the very least, AT&T's arbitration petition

does not identify any outstanding issues between the parties. However, to the extent that

outstanding issues do exist, Ameritech Michigan's proposed contract terms should be

adopted.

AT&T"Element Nos. 7, 8, and 9: Dedicated TransPOrt. Common TransPOrt.

Tandem Switchini:. Ameriteeh Michigan agrees with AT&T that Ameriteeh Michigan must

provide unbundled dedicated transport, common transport, and tandem switching. (petition
I

at 32-33.) Ameritech Michigan's proposal offers these unbundled network elements (AM

Proposal, Art. IX, §§ 9.2.3, 9.2.4), and fully complies with the FCC's regulations (47

C.F.R. §§ 51.319(c)(2), 51.319(d). It does not appear from AT&T's Petition that (with the

exception of price) AT&T takes issue with Ameriteeh Michigan's offering of dedicated

transport, common transport and tandem switching.

AT&T Element Nos, 10 and 11: Sii:Dallni: Links and SIPs. The parties

agree that Ameritech Michigan must provide unbundled access to its signaling links and

Signal Transfer Points (STPs). (petition at 33.) Under Ameritech Michigan's proposal,

"-87-



EXHffiIT A

(AMERITECH'S PROPOSED CONTRACT)

IS SUBMITTED IN A SEPARATE BINDER



INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT UNDER SECTIONS 251 AND 252 OF THE
TELECOl\tlMUNICATlONS ACT CF 1996

Dated as of August ,1996

by and between

AMERlTECH INFORMATION INDUSTRY SERVICES,
a division of Ameritech Services, Inc.

on behalf of Ameritech Michigan

and

AT&T COl\1MUNICATIONS OF l\1ICHIGAN, INC.

6114361.1



(A) such Network Elem:nc is proprietary or contains propriewy information
that will be revealed if such Network Element is provided to AT&T on
an unbundled basis; and

(B) AT&T could offer the same proposed Telecommunications Service
through the use of other, nonproprietary Network Elements within
Ameritech's network; or

(2) The Commission concludes th.1t the failu~ of Ameritech to provide access to
such Network Element would not decrease the quality of, and would not increase
the f1l1incial or administrative coSt of, the Telecommunications Service AT&T
seek.! to offer, compared with providing that service over other unbundled
Network Elements in Ametitech's network.

9.1.3 Ameritech shall only be required to make available Network Elements
where such Network Elements, including facilities and software nece$sary to provide such
Network Elements, are available. If Ameritech makes available NetWork Elements that require
special construction, AT&T shall pay to Ameritech any applicable special construction charges.

9.Z Network Elements. At the ~uest of AT&T, Amerit.eeh shall prov i4e AT&T
access to the following Network Elements on an unbundled basis: ~':

9.2.1 Local Loops, as more fully de$Cribed on Seh,dul. 9.2.1;

9.2.2 The Network Interface Device, as more fully described on Schedule

9.2.3 Switching Capability, as more fully described on Schedule 9.2,3;

9.2.4 Interoffice Transmission Facilities, as more fully described on SchedUle

9.2.5 Signaling Links and Call-Related Databases, as more fully described on
Ssbedule ',2,5;

9.2.6 Operations Support Systems (·OSS") Functions, to be used in conjunction
with olhct NetWork Elements, as more fully described on 5cbcdule 9.2.6~ and

9.2.7 Oper2tor Services and D~tory Assistance, a.s more fully de~ri~ on
~bed.ul' 2.2.7.

617<lltl.1 18



SCHEDuLE 9.2.4

OOERomCE 1'R.Al~SMlSSIONFACILITIES

Interoffice Tnnsmission Facilities~ Arneritech transmission facilities dedicated to a
particular Customer or carrier, or shared by more than one Customer or carrier, that provide
Telecommunications Services between W1!e Centers owned by Ameritech or Kr&T, or between
Switches owned by Ameritech or AT&T.

Ameritech provides several varieties of unbundled transmission facilities.

1. "Unbundled dedicated inter-office transport facility" is a facility connecting two Ameritech
central offic~ via Ameritech uansmission equipment. In each central office, a Competitive Local
Exchange Camer (CLEC) will cross-connect this facility to its own transmission equipment
(physically or virtually) collocated in each w~ center, or to other unbundled network elements
provided by Ameritech to the extent the mIuested combination is technically feasible and is
consistent with other Starldards established by the FCC for the combining of unbundled network
elemer,ts. The appropriate digital cross connect, multiplexing, and Collocation space charges apply
at an additional cost. ~"

,

2. "Unbundled dediC3ted entrance facility" is a dedicated facility cOMccting Arneritech's ~
transmission equipment in an Ameritech centr.il office with a requesting carrier's transmission
equipment in its wire center for the purposes of providing telecommunications services.

3. "Common transport transmission facilities" are sh~ transmission facilities between an
Ameritech end office switch and an Arneritech tandem.

Sch. 9.2.4 - 1



6. Interoffice Transmission Facilities

B.

Telephone Numbers
ISDN pircct
DID"'
ISDN Prime

CreSS-COMed
Service Coordination

Non-Recurring Rates

Service Ordering
Establish or Add/Change
Record Work Only

Conversion Between POIt Types
Centrex Common Block
Customer Training!'
Custom Routing (Development &. Activation)

Tandem SWitching
Switching
Excl. Transport & Trunking Termination
(for Transport &: Termination see 6B below)

Monthly Rate
.01
.01
.01
.20

LIS

NRC

18.09
15.92

59.07
4S7.98
79.88 per hour

57,507.79

per
conver
minute

A. Dedicated Interoffice Transmission Facilities

DSl
DS3
aC3
OC12
OC48

Proxied from F.e.C. Tariff No.2 SectIon 7.5.9
Proxied from F.C.C. Tariff No.2 Sectlgn 7.5.9
Proxied from F.C.C. Tariff No.2 Section 7.5.10
Proxied from F.C.C. Tariff No.2 811$&Iog 7.5.10
Proxied from F.e.C. Tariff No.2 Section 7.5.10

!'

B. Shared Interoffice Transmission FacWties

Unbundled Common Transport Tennination
.000000/minut.

Unbundled Common Transpon Facility
.OOOO11/minutelmile

Travel and/or out-of-pocket expenses will also be charged to AT&T whe~ Ameritech
penoMel travel to AT&T designated t~tions.



DIRECT TESTIMONY

GREGORY J. DUNNY

ON BEHALF OF AMERITECH

l\1ICmGAN

Slar7016.l 0I'26N UTe~



c. Ipteroffice 'Iciliti••

Qa What ar. -Interoffice 'aciliti•• -?

AI Interoffice Facilities are Ameritech facilities dedicated to

a particular customer and carrier (dedicated transport), or

shared by more than one customer or carrie: (common

transport, the provide telecommunications service between

wire centers owned by Ameriteeh or AT&T, or betwe~n switches

owned by Ameritech or AT.T.

Q: What do•• Am.rit.eh'. Propo••d AgZ'.eaant make available to
AT.T in the vay of interoffice facil1ti•• ADd conn.ctions?

AI As required by the Rules (47 C.F.R. § 51.319(d) (2»),

Ameritech's Proposed Agreement provides for dedicated

transport, common transport, and tandem switching as . ·c
h1

unbundled network elements. These services are described on

Schedule 9.2.3(2.0) and 9.2.4 of Amerieech's Proposed

Agreement.

Q: Are th.~. any di~ut•• regarding th••• product off.ricg.?

At With the possible exception of prieing, I am not awar. of

any disputes with AT'T regarding these products.

D. Age,•• to Cill-B.lat.d p,tabl'" 1A4 Slqpllllpg CQr
~.11 lout!Ag apd. Comn1.tio;

Qt Ond..r it. '2:opo••d Apo."aDt, will Aau1t.ch provide to AT.T
;ocd1Iertm!natory ace••• to c.ll·~.lat,d databa••• aDd
a••oeiat.d lignali~g u.ed to call Eouti;g and ecmpl.tio;?

At Yes. Ameritech's proposed Agreement provide. tor

noncUscriminatory acces!!I to. the signalling networks an~

-26-



STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of Petition of AT&T Communications
of Michigan, Inc. for Arbitration with Michigan
Bell Telephone Company d/bla Ameritech Michigan
and
In the Matter of Petition of Ameritech Michigan for
Arbitration with AT&T

-------------- '

PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
) ss.

COUNTY OF INGHAM )

Case No. U-1115!
Case No. U-11152
(Consolidated)

DENISE PEARL, being first dUly sworn, deposes and says that on January 14,

1997 she served a copy of the corrected joint submission, by depositing the same in the U.S.

Mails, enclosed in a sealed envelope with first-class postage fully prepaid, addressed as follows:

Joseph A. Fink, Esq.
Dickinson, Wright, et al
215 S. Washington Square
Suite 200
Lansing, MI 48933

Denise Pearl -
Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 14th day of January, 1997.

~ihwL c/1L~t
RHONDA .... l1AVtn'

NotIry PIAlllc, CInton Ccu1tt. MI M-ri""A., Ir-..-LN?~
Ur CocmiIsion~~. 21, 2000 :;.> -. ::J



EOWARO R. BECKER
(517) 4157-4727

DICKINSON, WRIGHT, MOON, VAN DUSEN & FREEMAN

COUNSELLORS AT LAW

SUITE 200

215 SOUTH WASHINGTON SQUARE

LANSING, MICHIGAN 48933·1812

TELEPHONE (SI7) 371-1730

F"ACSIMILE 15171487·4700

January 16, 1997

OETROIT, MICHIGAN
8LOOMF"IELO HILLS, MICHIGAN

GRANO RAPIDS, MICHIGAN

WASHINGTON.O.C.
CHICAGO. ILLINOIS

Hand Delivery

Ms. Dorothy F. Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
Lansing, MI 48909

MICHIG,l\N PUBLIC SERVICE
FI LEO

JAN 1 eU97

COMIVjIS~ION
Re: Petition for Arbitration ofInterconnection Tenns, Conditions

and Prices from AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc.
Case No. U-lllSI andU-1l152

Dear Ms. Wideman:

Enclosed please find an original and 15 copies of Ameritech Michiganls
Interconnection Agreement. This Interconnection Agreement supercedes Ameritech Michiganls
previous filings of December 6 and 26, 1996. The enclosed filing is identical to the December 26,
1996 filing except for slight modifications to Schedules 10.3.1 (grandfathered and sunsetted
services), 16.10 (3D and condo agreements), and 30.19 (preexisting arrangements). In order to
strictly conform with the Commission's November 26, 1996 Order, the Pricing Schedule has also
been modified to include interim rates as established in the Commission's Order in Case Nos. U­
11155 and U-11156. Further, all negotiated prices in the December 26, 1996 Pricing Schedule have
been removed. An amendment to the interconnection agreement containing the negotiated prices
has been provided to AT&T and will be submitted to the Commission at the appropriate time,

In accordance with the express terms ofthe Commission's November 26, 1996 Order,
Ameritech Michigan understands that the enclosed Interconnection Agreement is thereby fully
approved by the Commission and will be made available for public inspection and to other
telecommunications carriers pursuant to Sections 252(h) and (i) of the Telecommunications Act of
1996.



DICKINSON. WRIGHT, MOON, VAN DUSEN & FREEMAN

Ms. Dorothy F. Wideman
January 16, 1997
Page 2

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

\!'IJ «»1--
Edward R. Becker

ERB:jrb
Enclosure

cc: Arthur Levasseur, Esq. (wI encl)
Larry Salustro, Esq. (wI encl)

AAOOA7666F 3406015 LSOI 123111·1



Joan Marsh
Attorney

January 17, 1997

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary Division
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
P.O. Box ;30221
Lansing, MI 48909

Dear Ms. Wideman:

-==== ATlaT-
Suite 1300

. 227 West Monroe Street
Chicago. IL 60606
312 23Q..2663

MICHIGAN PU8L1C SERVICE
FILED

JAN 2 1 1997

COMMISSION

RE: Case Nos. U-11151 & U-11152

On January 16, 1997, Ameritech Michigan filed with the
Commission a copy of an Interconnection Agreement which
purports to strictly comply with the Commission's November
26, 1996 Order. Based upon our initial review, this
document differs from both the version of the Agreement
filed by AT&T with' the Commission on January 14, 1997 and
the version filed by Ameritech with the Commission on
December 26, 1996.

AT&T does not agree with Ameritech's representation that
the modifications to the Pricing Schedule included with
the revised Agreement filed by Ameritech on January 16th
accurately reflect the interim rates established in the
Commission's Order in Case Nos. U-11155 and U-11156. Case
No. U-11156 was established to set rates for "loops" and
"ports" as those terms are defined in MCLA 484.1102.
While a loop under Michigan law is similar to an unbundled
Local Loop under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, a
port under Michigan law is clearly not the same as
unbundled Local Switching.

Under Michigan law, a port is defined as follows:

ItPort" except for the loop, means the entirety of
local exchange, including dial tone, a telephone
number, switching software, local calling, and
access to directory assistance, a white pages
listing, operator services, and interexchange
and intra-LATA toll carriers. MCLA 484.1102(x)



Therefore, since a port under Michigan law includes
functionality which is not included in unbundled Local
Switching, it is not appropriate to use the rates
established by the Commission in Case No. U-11156 for
ports as interim rates for unbundled Local Switching in
the Price Schedule for the Interconnection Agreement.

Furthermore, as you are aware, the appropriate rates for
shared/common transport remains unresolved.

Sincerely,
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COUNSELLORS AT LAW

SUITE 200

215 SOUTH WASHINGTON SQUARE

LANSING. MICHIGAN 48933·1812

c

Hand Delivery

DETROIT. 'MICHIGAN

BLOOM"'ELD HILLS. MICHICAN

GJ:tANO RAPIOS. MICHICAN

W"SHINGTON. DC

CHICAGO. ILLINOIS

January 29, 19?7
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FACSIMILE (517) 487·4700

TELEPHONE 15.71 371.1730

EOWARD R. BECKER
15171 .87·4727

Ms. Dorothy F. Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
Lansing, MI 48909

COMMISSION

Re: Petition for Arbitration of Interconnection Terms, Conditions
and Prices from AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc.
Case No. U-1115l and U-11152

Dear Ms. Wideman:

Enclosed for filing in the above-captioned case are an original and 15 copies of the
fully executed Interconnection Agreement between AT&T Communications of Michigan, Inc. and
Ameritech Michigan. The Agreement has been executed by Mr. Neil Cox on behalf of Ameritech
Michigan and by Ms. Bridget Manzi on behalf of AT&T. This Interconnection Agreement
supercedes all previously filed agreements.

As indicated in the attached letter dated January 27, 1997, AT&T has relabeled the
price for unbundled local switching ports to a "Michigan port." Because Ameritech Michigan
understands there to be no legal difference between the two, based on the Commission's prior orders,
Ameritech Michigan has no objections to this change.

In accordance with the express terms of the Commission's November 26, 1996 Order,
Ameritech MicI1igan understands that the enclosed Interconnection Agreement has been approved
by the Commission pursuant to that Order as of November 26, 1996. Ameritech Michigan further
understands that the enclosed executed Interconnection Agreement will be made available for public
inspection and to other telecommunications carriers pursuant to Sections 252(h) and (i) of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996.
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Ifyou have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,
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Edward R. Becker
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Enclosure

cc: Arthur Levasseur, Esq. (wI encl) (Agreement to follow under separate cover)
Larry Salustro, Esq. (wI encl) (Agreement to follow under separate cover)
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